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The purpose of this project was to strengthen and extend reading services by
increasing elementary school reading centers in the culturally disadvantaged areas of
Miwaukee. A basic tenet of the program was the belief that continuous growth in
reading ability is necessary for good academic progress. Besides furnishing plentiful
reading materials, the centers offered remedial services to slow readers and
attempted to develop in them confidence in their ability to read and enjoy books.
Fifteen schools, located in highly populated, culturally disadvantaged areas and 1,00
slow reading pupils participated. Two distinct research designs were used in the
evaluation. The first consisted of a test-retest approach to note changes in readin
skils and puplil attitudes. The second, based on a random sampling of children from all
the city’s reading centers, measured long term gains. The results indicated reading

achievement gains among the experimental subjects which exceeded those of the test

norm group. Student attitudes toward school changed very little. A positive change
‘was found in the specific area of reading, and the data suggest that the centers
were of real value to retarded readers. (WL)
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INTRODUCTION

This pfoject s organized and condﬁcted by the Milwaukee Public Schools,
Division of Curriculum and Inctmction, Department of Special Education
(Remedial .Reat'ii.lng)‘9 was funded under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965. It was set up to extend and expand the reading improve-
men®, program, namely, elementary reading centers, to fifteen additional schocls
which fall within the definition of project area schools (those having a
concentration of culturally disadvantaged pupils )o 'i‘hc evaluation of the
prcgram was directed by the Department of Psychclogica.‘l. Services ‘and Educational
Research of the Milwaukee Public Schools. -

General Pt_u:pose of this Prgiect

~ The general purpose of the project is to strengthen and extend reading
services t.hrongh the ectab]ish:_ncnt of additional reading centers in elementary
schools in areas of cultural deprivation as determined by both the Social
Development Commission and the Board of School Directors of Milwaukee,

Significa{;ce ot thig Project

. One of the greatest contributors to reading difficulty for the culturcl],y
disa;lyantagcd child is. his home enviromment., A rich backgronndA of cxpericnccs
is needed before he can understand the ﬁorld of books, Within the homes of
this group, a scarcity of books, magazines, 'and other cultural media is often
apparcnt. This Er‘est.ricts growth markedly and permits 'vthc child to bring to
a school situation only the most meager kind of experiential backgmund. It

has been found that not only were there fewer books in lower clasé' homes, but

[KC
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lower class children were read to lese frequently. It has also been found that
ch:.ldren with rich inrormation baekgrounds were better equipped for reading
than were children of meager baekgmundso o
- In many cases, if there is literature present in the home, it cannot
be ntilized to its full advant.age due'to the childfs difficulty in reading

Hary Auetin indicated that. by the 9th grade the eultural.'l.y deprived ch:.'l.d
ie rrem one to eix years retarded in reading, -that. he belengs to the group
we oﬁ;en refer to as t.he nnderaehievers, his attitude toward seheol ie usually
negative and he becomes an ear.‘ly dropeuto ‘l'hese children also fail te develop
read:l.ng ability adequately beeauee they la.ek the necegsary dieerimination of
seundso |

Gentinneue growth in both ability to read and deeire to read is crueial

io academic progress. The trana..er of reading ability to the eurrieulmn |
centent areas can be exceedingly eoni‘usmg and fruetracing for the cultura].'ly
deprived, since their cultural heritage condemms them to-struggle for any
pregress in skill and knowledge. _. |

"The Milwaukee Publie Schools has operated a reading improvement program -
in numerous centers for a number of years. These centers take the reader at
hia _present level,».ef achievment and allow him to move as rapidly as poseibl'e
to a level of reading achievement eemensurate with his potential or capacity.
Speeial aetiv:.ties :anolving small groups and individual instruetion are : :

inelnded., Thus s remedial reading help dz.ffers only in degree and intensity

frem regular reading inatructieno | Eaeh pupil in the reading center is helped
te see evidenee of his own imprevemento Efforb is also made to increase his
self image, met.ivatien and self direet.ien, The reading center alee triee t.e
instill in each pupil t.he desire to read for pleasure as this sets the stage
for furbher learning and greater achievement in reading I'
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It is to be noted that these desirable services were not offered at
fifteen of the elementary schools which fall within the definition of project
area schools; hence, the need for this project. Reading center services would

also be extended to pupils of non=public school systems.

Project Dates

This project operated for the duration of the 1966=67 school year
(September 6, 1966 through June 16, 1967). The project operated in three
of the schools for the entire year and in other schools for only one semester.

A detailed description of this operation schedule will be given later in this

report,

Objectives
The specific objectives of the program were:

1. To extend and expand reading center services for pupils in
grades 3-8, public and non=public, who have evidenced difficulty
in developing reading skills and are at least one year or more
retarded in reading achievement with regard to their mental

capacity.
2. To develop specific skills needed in the reading process.

3, To develop within each child a feeling of confidence and to
provide for the enjoyment of both the process and results of

reading,.

- 3 SO R RIANG TADAE R L IO

R A e T e L T T v R I et I D o O P e o O A P R



e g

PROJECT POPULATION

s gho ;g Inelnded In Thig gr_ejgg;

hriu the first semest.er the pm:jeet was implemented in thirteen of

SRn k'the fifteen proposed schools, Two of the fifteen sehocls did not parbic:l.pate
- in the project becavss of the unavailability of qualified personnel to teach
| :mthe ‘R,‘e Centers. At the beginning of the second semester the E.S.E.d.

pro:]ect area schools were redefined and the funding was switched to include =

i | a different pepulatien of schools, Three of these schools were retained

| :trem the tirst semester papulation and twelve of the schools were new to the |

prejecta All fifteen schools pa.rbieipated in the act:.vities of the project

- ‘dnring the seecond semeatero

“The project meluded Catholic Archd:.acese and Missom Synod Lutheran a

N , vschool pup:l.lso These nonmpublic sehool children were served i.n tourheen
pm.ject. schools at some time durlng the school yea.ro Genera].'l.y when non=-

| publie service was ineluded the public sehool children attended the Reading

cem'.er in the mem:mg and the nonmpublic children attended in t.he afl;emoonso

‘The non-public phase of the project was implemented at varions times throughout .

the scheol year due to administrative problems, For th:.s reason, these pupils

. were not extensively included in the evaluation sample. Howeverg some data

on non-publie school children is presented later in this reporﬁo

A complete list of all schools participating in this project as well
as their project funding dates and non~public school mvolvement is shown

in Table 1,




TABLE 1
PROJECT SCHOOL INFORMATION

School

Allen

Berger

Brown
Congress
Doerfler
Fifth Street
Fourth Street
Fratney
Garfield
Grant
Greenfield
Hayes
Holmes
Hopkins

Kagel

Lincoln Avenue
Lloyd
Longfellow
MacDowell
McKinley
Mitchell
Ninth Street
Palmer
Siefert
Twelfth Street
Twentieth Street
Vieau

FIRST JEMESTER

SECOND SEMESTER

Project Non=Public Project Non=-Public
Operated Participated | Operated Participated
No s No -
Yes Yes No -
No oo No o
Yes No No -
Yes No No -
No s Yes Yes
No’ = Yes No
Yes Yes No w—ce
No e Yes Yes
Yes Yes No ——
Yes ‘ No No —
Yes Yes No e
Yes " No Yes No
No e Yes Yes
Yes Yes No o~
Yes Yes No —
No o Yes No
No o No o
Yes Yes Yes Yes
‘No cam Yes Yes
'Yes Yes No —
No e Yes No
No o Yes No
Yes No Yes No
No comces Yes Yes
No o Yes Yes
No o Yes . Yes
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‘f __p:i.ls Served Bz This Pre;ject

A total ef 1,005 pup:i.le were served by th:.s projeet of which 237 were

| non-public scheol children The pupils attended for vary:.ng perieds of time
o dependent upen their own pa.rt:l.cular eit.uation. Some were released from the i

| ~pmject beeause t.hey were read:mg up to grade 1eve1 and others transterred

%o ot.her sehoole. Par‘aieipation ot‘ several nenmpublic school children was
. .'_'teminated beca.use their parents ebjected to their walk:ing ‘pack and forth

between the public and nen-publie schoels.




PROJECT PROCEDURES AND ACTIVITIES

Selection Procedures

The original fifteen éehools were selected as project schools since'
they are A:’Lqeated :Ln the tax?get, areé. of high population density ahd mobilityg
They a.ise, fit l thé s’eleétion griteria since a large perceutage of so-called
culturally disadvantaged pﬁpilsg as defined by. ﬁhe Elenentary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965; are attending these éehoolso In addition, these .‘
schools did not have a reading center prograﬁ or amr type of rahedial reading
service., Space was also available in these buildings for operation of the
project. The schools in the project were reassigned at the beginning of the
second semester so that the pupils served would better fit the redefined
E.S,E.A. “target area',

Pupils, both public and non=~public, were selected on tke basis of certain
criteria:

1. All evidenced diffidult;y in developing reading skills and were
at least one year or more retarded in reading achievement from
their mental capacity as measured by standardized test of
intelligence and reading achievement.

2. Priority was indicated for these pupils who were the most retarded
in reading and generally to those with average and above average
intelligence.,

3o Children enrolled from non=public schools were included on a
similar referral basis through a liaison administrative school
official,

Each of the three specially trained reading center teachers selected holds
a state license for remedial reading, has gpecific knowledge of the effects of
cultufal deprivation, and child development. Has had experience in the field
of remedial reading; and has a general knowledge of educational and teaching
procedures in the middle elementary grades. They were selected because of
their ability to be flexible, their willingness to cooperate in the operation
of the project, and previous experience in working with culturally deprived
children, |




Primary responsibilities of the reading center teachers, in addition to-
working with project pﬁpils on an intensive ‘basis, included: (1) evaluation

‘of reading and work analysis skills, (2) testing, (3) preparation of nateria.la

and planning of activities and learning tasks for project pupils, (4) compila--
tion of materials and cfovalopment of techniques found to be especially suiﬁaﬁfb‘;l.'e;
in working with this. type of child, and (5) assistance in the collection of
data. In addition, interaction with pablic school classroom teachers was
lﬁaintained by the reading specialists in order to correlate the_,experi’enees of
project pupils with ongoing classroom curriculum.

The project was. admz.mstered by the Supomsor of Remed:.al Reading of
the Departme,nta of Special Education, Milwaukee Public Schools, hereaﬁ;er .

known as 'thg Coordinator or Project.Director., Other ancillary personnel

| :mcluded a supervising teacher, also from the Department of Special Education,

a research associate, and a secretary. The supervising teacher also served as
the liaison school official between public and non=public schools.
The function of the Project Director and the Supervising Teacher was to

- administer the project as to selection of schools, pupils to receive this

service, and personnel, In addition, they had ,?,h? major responsibility for
i_na_ervice orientation of the projesct staff, ordeﬁ.ng of supplies and the

" writing of smmnéry reports and budgets as requiréd. The Cesrdinator holds

a Masters degree and a state license in special education, The Supervising
Tea_eher holds a Masters degree and a state license in remedial reading. They |
é.vorage 181 years experience in this field as teachers and administratora; |

' The function of the research associate was to design a ressarch and
evaluation plan for the project, to establish procedures and a time-table
for data collection, to design evaluative instruments to be used by pmjeét.
personnel in the implementation and analyais. of the projectts worth, to collect |
data relative to the selected design, and to prepare reports on the project.




Project Operational Procedures

The reading center program adapted reading instruction for low income

* eulturally de'privéd children through a diagnostic approach which recognizes -

individual differences and the specific needs of each pupil,

Materials and equipment were specially selected to fulfill the needs of
retarded readers in all of the reading centers., These included: high intérest ,
low vocabulary books, highly motivating games, workbooks and electronic aides—
visual equipment. | |

Reading center teachers worked on an j,ntéﬁéive basis with small groups -
of six to eight public school pupils per 30=35 minute class period each
morning, five days per week; and with the samé size groups of non-public
school pupils in the afternoons; five days per week, Generally the pupils were

retained in the project for one semester although this was not always the case,

When a child improved to the point where he was reading at his proper level,

he was released from the project.
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EVALUATION PLAN

Eeseareh Des:.gx_l

Tm separate and distmct research des:'..gns were employed in order to
eialuat-e th:.s project, The ﬁ.rst of these was quite specific to each i
parbicnlar school vwhich was funded for this pmaecto It cenaisbed of the
Ie].'l.owing components: -

1. A test=-retest study des:.gned to identify changes in both
silent and oral reading skills, -

2. A test-retest study ~designed to identify changes in pupil
attitudes.

3. Reactions from regular classroom teachers and reading center
. teachers frem the schools in which the project operated.

- The ;;cond research désign is more genersl in nature and includes data
from children in a random sample of all reading centers in the city. This
study concerns itself with long-term gains of children participating in the
reading centers. The data base is city-wide test information which is
collected on each pupil at two year intervals, Thus the study concerna»
pupil changes over a two year time period. The rationale for performing
this study is that long term gains are important and the reading center
‘operation is similar in all schools regardless of location. This study -
could not be undertaken strictly within the project schools because in most
of these test scores were not available, This study is presented in its ‘
entirety in Appendix A and will not be mentioned again in the body of this f;
report, All information presented from this point on deals with the first

study mentioned, 1.e. s the design conéern:iilg the Title 1 schools,

Reading Achievement Skills

Reading achievement was measared by reading center teachers in a random

sample of all reading center participants in eight project schools during the

EKC
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first semester and all reading center participants in project schools during
the second semester, Students in the first semester sampie were given the
California Reading Test (silent reading) and the Wide Range (oral readi;lg:o)ﬁ
Thesev studénts were test.ed in September and aga:l.n in January, This procedure
yielded a total of 316 atudents who teak both tests (pretest and post test. )
in silent reading achievement and 318 students who took both tests in oral
reading achievement, Of these totals 41 and 42 students respect.ively were
from non-public schools, | |

The schools in the second semester sample furnished similar data to the
first semester sample except that students were tested on. the date when they
entered the ’faading éenter and again on the date when they completed their
instruction, That is; some of the students were in the reading center for
two semesters, some for one semester, and a few for intermediate periods of
time, The second semester testing schedule yielded 529 students who had taken
both tests (pretest and post test) in silent reading achievement and 481
students who had taken both tests in oral reading achievement. The data were
an_alyzed by computing the reading grade equivalent when the student was pre-
tested and again when post tested, »A gain in reading grade equivalent could
then be determined by comparing these two scores. Mean gains in grade
equivalents were then determined and these were compared to test norm data.

The results of the analysis will be given later in this repert.

- Student Attitudes

Stﬁdent attitudes wers measured with a locally devised attitude ingtrument
(see Appendix B). This inst.ruﬁent. was given to all students in three randomly
selected reading centers in September and again in January., The instrument
elicited student responses to questions concerning their attitudes about school,
reading, and reading center activities. The responses were separated according

EKC
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to whether theﬁ pupil attended a public or non-~public school, They were then
tabulated and Chi-~square tests were performed on each question in order to
determine if pupil attitudes had changed between September when they were
first tested and January when they were retested. The resulis of this
analysis will be given in a subsequent section of this report.,

School Personnel Reactions

Reactions concerning the Reading Center Project were solicited from
regular elementary classroom teachers (see Appendix C) and the project
reading center teachers (see Appendix D), These questionnaires were mailed
in May and responses were kept ancnymous, Each questionnaire item was then
ﬁabulated to .give a concensus answer tc each question, These data yioldéd '
a subjective judgment of the value of the program. The actual findings will

be presented later in this report.

| Iimitations of Data Collection Procedures

The data presented within this report are limited by the fact that there
is no comparison group. Data of this type were not collected at the specific
request of the project administrative personnel, comparative data is however
included in the auxillary report given in Appendix A,

©
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RESULTS

'Reading Achievement

‘Both oral and silent reading achievénent were measured by a test-ratest
type of f‘evalﬁation design. The design was repeated twice - once 'f‘olr éenters
operating for the first semester only and again fdr centers where data was
collected for the entire year, The data from the first semester testing is
preSentgd_inv T{able’zo | | -

| TARLE 2
» ~ . e - FIRST SEMESTER READING ACHIEVEMENT TEST DATA
- TEST GROUP SILENT READING ACHIEVEMENT ORAL READING ACHIEVEMENT
S : Mean Gain : N Mean Gain N
Public Schools 0.647 274, 0,611 27
Non=public Schools 0.598 L2 1,183 Ll

- When inspecting the data in Table 2, it is important to recall that ncne

of these pupils participated in the reading center for more than one semester |

between the pretest and the post test, Thus the expected norm group chapge for
, this“time period is 0.5 years. Since the children in the reading cénter's‘ are - |

identifie;l ‘underachievers it would be expocted that their achievement gain

would be less than for the nomm group. However, this is not the case, The

mean gains of the children tested were all a.n excess of 0.5 years indicating

that this preﬂbusly unfie;faehieving group is now progressing at a rate ’greatér o

than would normally be alfxp"erc;ted,j 'The greatest gain was made by the non-publie

school children in oral reading, and the smallest gain was made by thé public

school children in silent re‘_adin‘g.. However, all gains were greater than tiie |

norm group ‘change for this time périod. | N

- The second semester data substantiate the findings in the first semester

design. For this analysis the public and non-public children were not separated
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| 1
into groups for data analysis., The prime difference between the data from
the two semesters is that many childrer in the second group were in the
reading eonterg for more than one semester, By actual tabulation, the mean
reading center attendence for the second group was 0,738 years (approximately
13 s;cmesters)o The mean gain in silent reading achievement for this group
was 0.76h years for the sample of 529 pupils, and the mean gain for oral
reading. achievement was 0,891 years for 481 pupils. As found in the first
semester data, both gains were in excess of what would be expected from the

norm group.

Student Attitude

Student attitudes were measured by a locally devised attitude inatrumen‘h.
This instrument was administered to all students in three randomly selected
reading centers which participated in this project during the first semester,
The instrument was given by an independent tester from the Department of
Psychological Services and Educational Research in September and again in
January., The instrument elicited responses from the pupils as to whether
they felt "good", "neither good nor bad,” or "bad" about school and reading
cehter related topics, The questionnaire data were analyzed by means of a
Chi-square test., This test compares their responses from the first test
administration with the response from the second adminiétrationo If pupil
attitudes changed during the course of the semester, and these changes are
being picked up by the attitude instrument, then significant Chi-square i
values would be identified by the data analysis, The student responses and

Chi-square values for the student attitude instrument are given in Table 3.
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None of the Chi-squares were significant at the .05 level of confidence,
however, the Chi-squares for question 8 were significant at .10 and .15 for
the public and non-public school children respectively. This would indicate
that the participants changed their attitudes to a moderate extent concgming
their ability to read. The remaining Chi-squares did not appear to have a

meaningful pattern.

School Personnel Reactions | |

A questiomnaire (see Appendix C) was mailed to a 1tandom sample of
glement.ary classroom teachers in May. A1l teachers had pupils from their
room participating in the reading center. Twenty-one of the twenty-four
teachers (88 per cent) responded to the questionnaire, and their responses
are tabulated in Table 4.
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The data in Table 4 indicate that regular classroom teachers are
generally positive about the reading cont.ér program., Their most positive
responses had to do with their perceptior of the pupils eagerness to read,
ability to employ read:i.n'g skills, and self=-confidence in performing school
work, The most negative responses had to do with the questions concerning
pupil attitude toward the general school setting, i.e., general school
attitude, security in the school getting, and desire to learn., The data
indicate that the project is quite effective in areas directly related to
reading activities, but not quite as effective in areas which are general
to the school setting, |

The regular classroom teachers felt that the reading center instruction
complemented their own instruction. Only 14 per cent made a negative
response to this question.

The twenty-five reading center teachers who participated in this
project were mailed a questionnaire (see Appendix D) in May. Twenty=four

of the twenty-five (96 per cent) responded, and their reactions are

tabulated in Table 5.
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TABLE 5
READING CENTER TEACHER REACTIONS

et e A s e T e £

1. How many children *successfully completed" your reading center this
school year? (give number) Mean = 48,5

2, How many childrsn, whether successful or not, attended your reading
center this school year?(give number) Mean = 71,78

3. Have the regular teachers complemented your instruction when your
students were in their regular classrooms? (check one)
11 11 2
46% - Very Much 46% = A Little 8% - Not at all

L. How do you feel about the support which you have received from the
instructional staff (teachers, principal, etc.) in your school? (Check one)

20 (84%) - Support has been excellent
3 {(12%) = Support has been adequate
1.( LE) = Support has been inadequate

5, How do you feel about the support which you have received from the
Central Office? .(ch_eck one) |

1}, (58%) - Support has been excellent
9 (38%) - Support has been adequate
1 ( 4%) - Support has been inadequate

~ The data in Table 5 indicate that the reading center teachers felt that
they were successful with 69 per cent of the pupils who attended their
reading centers, and they were quite positive about the instruction given in
| the regular classroom. They responded very favorably sbout the support they
received from the staff within their school, but they were not so favorable
about support from the Central Office staff, When asked what problems they
had encountered during the school year, the model response was difficulty :
in utilizing new equipment in reading instruction. The most frequently 5

mentioned achievement was success in developing reading skills of the

participants. The teachers felt that they were quite successful in meeting
the prime objective of reading improvunehb.
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SUMMARY

The Elementary Reading Center Project was established to extend and
expand the existing reading improvement program to fifteen additional schools
in areas of economic deprivation. The project served 1,005 children who
exhibited reading problems, Of this mumber, 237 (23 per cent) of the pupils
were from non-publie schools. The specific objectives of this' project were:

1. To extend and expand reading center services for pupils in
grades 3 - 8, public and non-public, who have evidenced
difficulty in developing reading skills and are at least
one year or more retarded in reading achievement with
regard to their mental capacity.

2, To develop specific skills needed in the reading process.

3, To develop within each child a feeling of confidence and
'~ %o provide for the enjoyment of both the process and results

of readj-ngo
This project operated for the duration of the 1966=-67 school year,

hewevé_r, twelve of the' schools included were changed as of February 10, 1967.
This change was necessitated by a redefination of the schools which were
given priority for E.5.E.A. funding. In total, tie project operated in 25
different schools, but for both semesters in only three of these,

Tn order to evaluate this project a total of 867 students were tested
for changes in reading achievement skills, 115 pupils were tested for changes
in attitudes, 21 regular teachers responded to a mailed questionnaire, and 24
reading center teachers responded to a similar instrument.

The evaluation results were pcsitivé m.th respect to improving reading
achievement skills, For students who participated in the reading center for
one semester only, the mean gain was 0,640 years in silent reading and 0,685
years in oral reading, and for those who participated longer the mean gains
per 0,738 years were 0,764 years for silent reading and 0,891 years for oral
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reading, In all cases the gains exhibited by these "underachievers" exceeded
that of the test nom group.

Student attitudes were not generally changed by the project, A moderate
positive change was found in the area of "attitude about reading", but other
changes were not apparent. This indicates that the project can change attitudes
about reading, but this change is not generalized to other attitudes about
school,

The school personnel reactions were quite positive with respect to the
reading center project, and teachers held few reservations concerning the

value of remedial instruction in reading.

Recommendations

| The data suggest that this project is of general value to pupils with
retarded reading development, It is recommended that this project be con-
tinued as presently organized and future research be directed toward

identifying methods of improving the already adequate methods being employed.
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APPENDIX B

Date School
Name | Teacher

i Boy Girl
1. How do you feel when it's time for school?

3.

L.

Te

8.

Good , Neither good nor bad Bad

How do you feel when you think about the teachers in your school?

Good Neither good nor bad Bad

How do you feel about what you do in reading?

Good Neither good nor bad Bad
How do you think the children in your class feel about you?

Good Neither good nor bad Bad

How do you feel about reading just for fun?

Good Neither good nor bad . Bad
How do you feel when you think about yourself?

Good Neither good nor bad Bad

How do you feel when your teacher helps you with your reading?

Good Neither good nor bad Bad

How do you feel about the way you read?

Good | Neither good nor bad Bad

How do you feel when it's time for reading?

Good Neither good nor bad . Bad
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APPENDIX C

| MILWAUKEE PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Division of Curriculum and Instruction
Department of Psychological Services
and Educational Research

. Elementary Reading | Teacher Questionnaire
A Center Project (E-2) Grade Taught
N 1. How many children in your class attended the reading center during

2,

3.

L.
5

7.

8.

2.

10,

the 1966-67 school year? (give number)

Please answer the questions, 2 through 7 below according to the
following key:

5 - marked positive change
l, - small positive change
3 - no change

2 - small negative change
1 - marked negative change

In your kopinion, do children who attend the reading center change
their confidence in their ability to do school woxk? (see key) ___

Do they change their feelings of security in the school setting?
(see key) ____

Do they change their attitude about school? (see key) ___

Do they change in their eagerness to read school oriented
materials? (see key) ____

Do they change in their desire to learn through reading? (see key) ____

Do they change in their ability to employ basic reading skills?
(see key) __

Do you feel that reading instruction given in the reading center
compliments the reading instruction you give in class?
i very much Ljalittle {not at all

Please briefly describe what you feel is the most positive aspect
of the reading center project.

Please briefly describe what you feel is the most negative aspect
of the reading center project.




APPENDIX D

MILWAUKEE PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Division of Curriculum and Instruction
Department of Psychological Services
and Educational Research

Elementary Reading Reading Center
Center Project (E-2) Teacher Questionnaire

1. How many children "sucéessfuliy completed" your reading ~enter this
school year? (give number) _ _

2. How many children, whether successful or not, attended your reading
center this school year? (give number)

Have the r'eguia'r‘ teachers complimented your instruction when your
students were in their regular classrooms? (check ome)

[ very much [) a little [] not at all

How do you feel about the support which you have received from the
instructional staff (teachers, prineipal, etc.) in your school?
(check one)

[[] Support has been excellent

[C] Support has been adequate
[C] Support has been inadequate

How do you feel about the support which you have received from the
Central Office? (check one) ‘

{C) Support has been excellent
[] Support has been adequate
[[J Support has been inadequate

Please describe the principle problems which you encountered during
the school year.

Please describe the principle achievements which you have accomplished
during the school year.




